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Abstract

This paper studies the continuous-time reinforcement learning for stochastic singular control
with the application to an infinite-horizon irreversible reinsurance problems. The singular con-
trol is equivalently characterized as a pair of regions of time and the augmented states, called
the singular control law. To encourage the exploration in the learning procedure, we propose
a randomization method for the singular control laws, new to the literature, by considering an
auxiliary singular control and entropy regularization. The exploratory singular control problem
is formulated as a two-stage optimal control problem, where the time-inconsistency issue arises
in the outer problem. In the specific model setup with known model coefficients, we provide the
full characterization of the time-consistent equilibrium singular controls for the two-stage prob-
lem. Taking advantage of the solution structure, we can consider the proper parameterization
of the randomized equilibrium policy and the value function when the model is unknown and
further devise the actor-critic reinforcement learning algorithms. In the numerical experiment,
we present the superior convergence of parameter iterations towards the true values based on
the randomized equilibrium policy and illustrate how the exploration may advance the learning
performance in the context of singular controls.

Mathematics Subject Classification: 93E20, 93B47, 49K45

Keywords: Irreversible reinsurance problem, singular control law, entropy regularization, time
inconsistency, time-consistent equilibrium, continuous-time reinforcement learning

1 Introduction

Reinforcement Learning (RL), a paradigm of machine learning that allows an agent to learn the
optimal decision by interacting with an unknown environment, has received an upsurge of devel-
opments in both theories and applications. Traditional RL has achieved remarkable success by
modeling the trial-and-error decision-making in discrete time framework. While powerful, this
discrete-time assumption is often a simplification of reality. Many real-world systems, particu-
larly in finance, physics, and engineering, evolve continuously through time, where actions are not
singular events but ongoing control policies. Recently, continuous-time reinforcement learning al-
gorithms have attracted more attention and spurred a lot of new and fruitful theoretical advances.
A series of pioneer studies such as Wang and Zhou [2020], Wang et al. [2020], Jia and Zhou [2022a],
Jia and Zhou [2022b], Jia and Zhou [2023] lay the foundation for continuous-time exploratory
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RL algorithms under entropy regularization from policy evaluation, policy gradient to q-learning
algorithms. Later, more subsequent extensions of continuous-time RL algorithms under entropy
regularization in various financial applications have been considered, see for instance, Dai et al.
[2023a], Dai et al. [2023b], Jia [2024], Bo et al. [2025], Wei and Yu [2025], Wei et al. [2024], Wang
et al. [2025], and the references therein.

Notably, the aforementioned studies only focus on the continuous-time framework of regular
control policies, for which the entropy regularization can be defined in a straightforward manner.
More recently, the optimal stopping problem has caught more attention motivated by many im-
portant financial applications in optimal hedging and option pricing. For instance, Dong [2024]
proposed a randomization method of the stopping time by considering its intensity as a regular
control for which the entropy regularization is employed. Dai et al. [2024b] considered the penalty
approximation that leads to a regular control problem, and the entropy regularization is imposed
on the regular control policy. As both studies transformed the optimal stopping problem into the
regular control problem under entropy regularization, some previous results and algorithms such
as martingale loss in exploratory optimal regular control problems in Jia and Zhou [2022a] and Jia
and Zhou [2022b] can be adopted. Dianetti et al. [2024] considered the residual entropy on the
probability that the agent stops before time t and formulated the randomization of the stopping
time as a singular control problem, in which the Monte Carlo method is utilized to evaluate the
value function and they obtained a policy improvement result in updating the boundary. Later,
Dianetti et al. [2025] extended this randomization method and entropy regularization to learn the
mean-field game of optimal stopping.

The existing study of RL algorithms for continuous-time singular control problems is rare. Not-
ing the connection between some types of singular control and optimal stopping problems that has
been discussed in some early studies, see Karatzas and Shreve [1984], Karatzas and Shreve [1985]
and Karoui and Karatzas [1991], recently Dai et al. [2024b] transformed the optimal singular con-
trol problem of optimal investment with transaction cost into a Dynkin game of optimal stopping
to learn the optimal strategy using the techniques developed in Dong [2024]. Liang et al. [2025]
proposed a reinforcement learning framework for a class of singular control problems without en-
tropy regularization by working with singular control laws and the established policy improvement
on region iterations. How to achieve an appropriate randomization of the singular control using
entropy regularization to facilitate the exploration in learning is still an interesting open problem
in the literature.

Building upon the idea of learning the regions of singular control laws, this work aims to
further consider the exploration in the learning procedure and formalize the randomization of
singular control laws by introducing another auxiliary singular control law. However, we note that
the entropy regularized singular control problem faces the issue of time-inconsistency, even for
the case when the entropy term vanishes. The optimal solution of the original problem without
regularization turns out to be the precommitted solutions of the entropy regularized problem. In
our proposed formulation of entropy regularization to encourage the exploration, we need to learn
the time-consistent equilibrium as a pair of singular control laws. To avoid some high technicalities
in showing the existence of time-consistent equilibrium for the entropy regularized singular control
problem, we choose to focus on a special model setup in irreversible reinsurance problems, for which
we are able to characterize the unique time-consistent equilibrium in the analytical form. Thanks
to the explicit structure of the equilibrium in the entropy regularized singular control problem, the
value function of the original problem without regularization can also be learned.

It is also worth mentioning that the study of time-inconsistent singular control problems is
relatively under-explored in the literature, and there are some emerging interesting studies until
recently. Liang et al. [2024] introduced the notion of singular control law to define and solve
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the equilibrium solution of an irreversible reinsurance problem where the value of singular control
appears both in the dynamic and in the objective function. Liang and Luo [2025] applied the
definition to a time-inconsistent Stackelberg game in reinsurance. Dai et al. [2024a] introduces a
different notion of equilibrium definition in solving the time-inconsistent portfolio selection under
transaction costs. Cao et al. [2025] exploited a similar definition to solve a new time-inconsistent
dividend problem with a mean-variance objective.

The main contributions of the present paper are summarized as follows:
Firstly, we propose a novel method for the randomization of singular controls to encourage the

exploration in RL. The randomized form involves two stages of choosing singular control laws. First,
at each time t, the agent decides a singular control that represents the optimal strategy based on
the learned knowledge up to the current time. This optimal singular control in the inner problem
can be generated by a consistent family of singular control laws. Second, at each time of the outer
problem, the agent flips a biased coin to randomly choose to act according to the current optimal
singular control from then on, or to wait for a better time in the future. Similar to Dianetti et al.
[2024] and Dianetti et al. [2025], we model the decision of the second step by an auxiliary singular
control. The overall randomization is equivalent to a switch at a random activation time from the
singular control law (Q, ∅), which represents a pure waiting strategy, to a time-consistent singular
control law.

Secondly, in a specific model stemming from the application in irreversible reinsurance, we
connect the characterization of all time-consistent equilibrium singular control to an extend HJB
variational inequality. By analyzing the variational inequality and some delicate computations,
we obtain an analytical characterization of the equilibrium policy of the outer problem, which
plays a crucial role in devising and implementing our RL algorithms. In particular, the vanishing
regularization result does not hold in our time-inconsistent problem. We address this issue by
performing policy evaluation indirectly to learn the environment, which is demonstrated to be
valid by numerical experiments. For the auxiliary outer problem, the solution that represents the
original problem’s optimal solution is actually the precommitted solution for any temperature λ,
and it is not the limit of equilibrium solutions as λ→ 0. Thanks to the explicit characterization of
solutions in both the entropy regularized problem as well as the original problem, we can learn the
parameterized original problem by performing policy evaluation on related value functions as they
share the same set of parameters during the learning procedure.

Thirdly, in the numerical implementation, the convergence issue on the iteration of time-
consistent equilibrium policies might cause a trouble as the policy improvement result no longer
holds. In general, it might be a challenge to show that the proposed iteration attains a contrac-
tion mapping for the fixed point. Again, by the merit of our analytical characterization of the
equilibrium in the outer problem, we can show its representation using the value function of the
inner time-consistent singular control problem, which enables us to only iterate the inner singular
control laws and directly compute the iterated equilibrium policy for the outer problem by plug-
ging the learned inner value function. Thanks to the established policy iteration convergence of
the inner problem in Liang et al. [2025], we obtain the convergence of the policy iteration of the
time-consistent equilibrium policies as well.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 formulates the original irreversible
reinsurance problem and introduces the two-stage entropy regularized problem for randomizing the
singular control decision. Section 3 solves the inner optimization problem while Section 4 solves
the outer problem with time-inconsistency. Section 5 is devoted to introducing the theoretical
foundation of policy evaluation and policy iteration for our irreversible reinsurance problem. Finally,
we implement and compare the performance of the exploratory RL algorithm using the randomized
singular control laws and a benchmark non-randomized RL algorithm in Section 6.
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2 Problem Formulation and Entropy Regularization for Random-
ized Singular Control Laws

Let (Ω,F , {Ft}t≥0,P) be a filtered probability space satisfying the usual conditions. We consider
the dynamic decision-making of an insurance company. The uncontrolled risk exposure of the
company, denoted by X, follows the dynamics{

dXt = µdt+ σdBt, t ∈ [0,+∞),
X0− = x0,

where x0 is the initial risk exposure, the drift µ ∈ R and the volatility σ > 0 are constants but
unknown to the decision maker. The insurance company can sign irreversible reinsurance contracts
to mitigate the risk exposure. Using a singular control ξ to model the accumulated transferred risk
exposure, we consider the controlled risk exposure Xξ satisfying{

dXξ
t = µdt+ σdBt − dξt, t ∈ [0,+∞),

Xξ
0− = x0,

(2.1)

The insurance company has to balance the running cost from high levels of risk exposure and
the cost of reinsurance. The objective for the insurance company is to minimize the following
functional over all admissible reinsurance strategies of ξ, for (x, t, y) ∈ Q := R× [0,+∞)× [0,+∞),

Ex,t,y

[ ∫ +∞

t
e−β(r−t)eaX

ξ
r dr +

∫ +∞

t
e−β(r−t)cdξr

]
. (2.2)

In the above expression, we consider the exponential running cost with a constant rate a > 0. The
exponential form represents extreme aversion to high levels of risk exposure. The cost for each unit
of reinsurance is a known constant c > 0. The discount rate β > 0 is also known to the decision
maker and assumed to be sufficiently large to satisfy β > µa+ 1

2σ
2a2.

In Liang et al. [2025], we develop a framework of reinforcement learning to learn the optimal
singular control law without exploration. The current work aims to design an alternative reinforce-
ment learning framework with randomized singular control laws.

In order to randomize the singular control, we introduce an additional decision on top of the sin-
gular control law at each time. Specifically, at each time r with state-time-control triple (Xr, r, ξr),
the agent makes the decision in two stages:
(i) He chooses a singular control law Ξr that can be understood as the optimal one based on the
information up to time r.
(ii) Additionally, he flips a biased coin to decide whether to activate and act according to Ξr or
remain inactive to wait for future information.

Remark 1. The idea of introducing an additional binary-choice decision is largely inspired by the
recent research Dong [2024], Dianetti et al. [2024], Dianetti et al. [2025] on the randomization of
stopping time in reinforcement learning. The intuition is that decisions in both stopping problems
and singular control problems are irreversible.

This approach leads to a randomized singular control, with each trajectory being the trajectory
of a singular control generated by some singular control law after some random stopping time.
Mathematically speaking, we need to solve an optimization problem over a pair of (Ξ = {Ξr}r≥0, η =
{ηr}r≥0), where Ξr is the optimal singular control law at time r that may possibly depend on
the state-time-control triple at time r, and η is another auxiliary singular control with η0− = 0
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and ηr ≤ 1 for any r ≥ 0, representing the accumulated activated fraction of the population.
Equivalently, under the strategy η, the agent chooses a random activation time τη after which she
acts according to Ξτη , where τη is given below.

Definition 2.1 (Activation time of auxiliary singular control). Given any singular control η defined
on [t,+∞) with ηr ≤ 1 for any r ≥ t, we define the activation time τη by

P(τη ≤ r) = ηr, ∀r ∈ [t,+∞).

The pair of state and control processes under the randomized singular control law (Ξ, η) is
denoted by (XΞ,η, ξΞ,η) = (XΞ,τ , ξΞ,τ ), where (XΞ,r, ξΞ,r) is defined for any r ∈ [0,+∞) as the
solution to the Skorokhod reflection problem:

dXΞ,r
s = µds+ σdBs − dξΞ,rs , s ∈ [0,+∞),

(XΞ,r
s , s, ξΞ,rs ) ∈WΞ

s , ∀s ∈ [0,+∞),

ξΞ,rs = y0 +
∫ s
0 1

s′≥r,(XΞ,r

s′−,s′,ξΞ,r

s′−)/∈WΞ
s
dξΞ,rs′ , s ∈ [0,+∞),

XΞ,r
0 = x0.

Note that Ξr only affects the dynamics after time r. Therefore, we only consider the admissible set
with Ξr being a partition of the region Qr := R× [r,+∞)× [0,+∞).

Remark 2. Equivalently, the pair of state and control (XΞ,η, ξΞ,η) is generated by a randomized

singular control law Ξτη given by WΞτη

:= WΞ
⋃
{(x, t, y)|t < τη}, or notationally

Ξτη =

{
(Q, ∅), t < τη,(
WΞ, (WΞ)c

)
, t ≥ τη.

Therefore, our randomization on the singular control is equivalent to a randomization on the sin-
gular control law.

An entropy regularized objective function that relates to the original problem (2.2) is then
defined in the following form:

min
(Ξ,η)

Ex0,0,y0

[ ∫ +∞

0
e−βreaX

Ξ,η
r dr +

∫ +∞

0
e−βrcdξΞ,ηr − λ

∫ +∞

0
e−βrE(ηr)dr

]
, (2.3)

where the entropy function E is defined by

E(z) := z − z ln(z), ∀z ∈ [0, 1].

and λ stands for the temperature parameter.

Remark 3. This newly-formulated problem involves time-inconsistency, even when λ → 0. The
optimal solution to the original problem is to activate immediately at the initial time. Noting that
E(·) is increasing in [0, 1], one can verify that this optimal solution is actually the precommitted
solution for the entropy regularized problem for any λ. It implies that we cannot encourage the
exploration by using the precommitted solution. An alternative approach is to find a time-consistent
equilibrium singular control law as the randomized policy to devise the reinforcement learning
algorithms with the desired exploration effect.
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Using the tower property, we rewrite the entropy regularized objective by

min
(Ξ,η)

Ex0,0,y0

{∫ +∞

0
I(x0, 0, y0, r; Ξr)dηr − λ

∫ +∞

0
e−βrE(ηr)dr

}
where the inner objective function I is defined by

I(x, t, y, r; Ξ) :=Ex,t,y

[ ∫ +∞

t
e−β(s−t)eaX

Ξ,r
s ds+

∫ +∞

t
e−β(s−t)cdξΞ,rs

]
.

Now, the entropy regularized problem can be rewritten as a two-stage optimal control formulation
in the following sense:

min
η

Ex0,0,y0

{∫ +∞

0
min
Ξr

I(x0, 0, y0, r; Ξr)dηr − λ

∫ +∞

0
e−βrE(ηr)dr

}
.

Recall that at each time r, the inner singular control law Ξr is a partition of state-time-control
space Qr = R × [r,+∞) × [0,+∞). If this optimal Ξ∗

r intrinsically depends on the activation
time r or depends on the initial state-time-control triple (x, t, y), the issue of time-inconsistency
arises in the optimal decision of {Ξr}r∈[0,+∞). However, we will show in the next section that the
inner singular control problem is time-consistent, albeit the outer optimal control problem over η
is time-inconsistent.

3 Optimal Singular Control Laws for the Inner Problem

We first solve the inner problem to choose the optimal singular control law Ξ(x, t, y, r), i.e., with
fixed activation time r and for each initial status (x, t, y), we find a singular law Ξ∗(x, t, y, r) that
minimizes I(x, t, y, r; Ξ) over Ξ.

This problem may face time-inconsistency. At a future status (Xt+∆t, t+∆t, ξt+∆t), the optimal
singular control law Ξ∗(Xt+∆t, t+∆t, ξt+∆t, r) can be inconsistent with Ξ∗(x, t, y, r). However, there
will actually be no time-inconsistency because of the time-consistent feature of the optimal singular
control law. It is usually the case that Ξ∗(x, t, y, r) is independent of (x, t, y, r) by the variational
inequalities of singular control problems.

For the inner optimal control problem, by the variational method and verification argument, the
optimal singular control law Ξ∗ = Ξ∗(x, t, y, r) with the corresponding value function U(x, t, y, r) :=
I(x, t, y, r; Ξ∗) are characterized by

eax − βU(x, t, y, r) + Ut(x, t, y, r) + µUx(x, t, y, r) +
1

2
σ2Uxx(x, t, y, r) = 0, ∀t ∈ [0, r),

min
{
eax − βU(x, t, y, r) + Ut(x, t, y, r) + µUx(x, t, y, r) +

1

2
σ2Uxx(x, t, y, r),

c− Ux(x, t, y, r) + Uy(x, t, y, r)
}
= 0, ∀t ∈ [r,+∞)

with
WΞ∗(x,t,y,r) =

{
(x′, t′, y′) ∈ Qr

∣∣c− Ux(x
′, t′, y′, r) + Uy(x

′, t′, y′, r) > 0
}
.

Defining Φ(x, t, y) to be the solution to

min
{
eax − βΦ(x, t, y) + Φt(x, t, y) + µΦx(x, t, y) +

1

2
σ2Φxx(x, t, y),

c− Φx(x, t, y) + Φy(x, t, y)
}
= 0, ∀t ∈ [0,+∞). (3.1)
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Then, the inner optimal value function U satisfies{
eax − βU(x, t, y, r) + Ut(x, t, y, r) + µUx(x, t, y, r) +

1
2σ

2Uxx(x, t, y, r) = 0, ∀t ∈ [0, r),
U(x, t, y, r) = Φ(x, t, y), ∀t ∈ [r,+∞),

(3.2)

and the optimal Ξ∗(x, t, y, r) =
(
WΞ∗(x,t,y,r), (WΞ∗(x,t,y,r))c

)
is given by

WΞ∗(x,t,y,r) =
{
(x′, t′, y′) ∈ Qr

∣∣c− Φx(x
′, t′, y′) + Φy(x

′, t′, y′) > 0
}
.

It turns out that Ξ∗(x, t, y, r) is in fact independent of all (x, t, y), i.e., the optimal singular control
law for the problems starting at different (x, t, y) turns out to be the same one. In other words, the
sequence of optimal singular control laws is time-consistent.

Therefore, the time-consistent sequence of {Ξ∗
r = Ξ∗(x, t, y, r)}r≥0 with each Ξ∗

r as a partition
of Qr ⊂ Q can be presented by a singular control law Ξ∗ partitioning Q with

WΞ∗
:=

{
(x, t, y) ∈ Q

∣∣c− Φx(x, t, y) + Φy(x, t, y) > 0
}
. (3.3)

We next give the solution Φ to (3.1), the optimal inner strategy Ξ∗ of the form (3.3) and solution
U to (3.2) all in explicit form.

By observing the independence of the PDE (3.1) on variables t and y, we obtain Φ(x, t, y) = Φ(x)
with

Φ(x) =

{
Cae

ax + Cbe
bx, x < x̂,

c(x− x̂) + Cae
ax̂ + Cbe

bx̂, x ≥ x̂
(3.4)

where

b :=

√
µ2 + 2βσ2 − µ

σ2
> a,

x̂ :=
1

a
ln(

bc(β − µa− 1
2σ

2a2)

ba− a2
),

Ca :=
1

β − µa− 1
2σ

2a2
,

Cb := −
a2

b2(β − µa− 1
2σ

2a2)
e(a−b)x̂.

Clearly, the optimal inner strategy Ξ∗ is explicitly given by

WΞ∗
=

{
(x, t, y) ∈ Q

∣∣x > x̂
}
. (3.5)

Observing the independence of (3.2) on variable y, we have U(x, t, y, r) = U(x, t, r) := U r(x, t)
with U r solving {

eax − βU r(x, t) +AU r(x, t) = 0, ∀t ∈ [0, r),
U r(x, t) = Φ(x), ∀t ∈ [r,∞),

which can be considered as a terminal value problem in [0, r].
Note that Cae

ax solves
eax − βU r(x, t) +AU r(x, t) = 0

as an equation of U r. By the Feynman–Kac formula, the solution to{
−βU r(x, t) +AU r(x, t) = 0, ∀t ∈ [0, r),
U r(x, r) = Φ(x)− Cae

ax,
,
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is given by
e−β(r−t)Ex,t

[
Φ(Xr)− Cae

aXr
]

(3.6)

where Xr = x+ µ(r − t) + σBr−t.
Hence we obtain

U r(x, t) = Cae
ax + e−β(r−t)

∫ ∞

−∞

1√
2πσ2(r − t)

e
− [y−x−µ(r−t)]2

2σ2(r−t)
[
Φ(y)− Cae

ay
]
dy.

One can observe that U(x, t, r) depends on t, r only through r − t, i.e., U(x, t, r) = Ψ(x, r − t)
where

Ψ(p, q) := Cae
ap + e−βq

∫ ∞

−∞
G(y, p, q)

[
Φ(y)− Cae

ay
]
dy, ∀(p, q) ∈ R× [0,+∞).

with

G(y, p, q) :=
1√

2πσ2q
e
− [y−p−µq]2

2σ2q .

We have the following useful lemma.

Lemma 3.1. For any C2(R) function F̃ (y) , we have the expansion at q ↓ 0 that∫ ∞

−∞
G(y, p, q)F̃ (y)dy = F̃ (p) +

[
µF̃ ′(p) +

1

2
σ2F̃ ′′(p)

]
q + o(q).

Proof. Define the process Y = {Yr}r≥0 by

dYr = µdr + σdBr, r ≥ 0,

with Y0 = p. Then Yq ∼ N(p+ µq, σ2q) for any q > 0 and

EY0=p

[
F̃ (Yq)

]
=

∫ ∞

−∞
G(y, p, q)F̃ (y)dy.

Itô’s formula yields that

dF̃ (Yr) =
[
µF̃ ′(Yr) +

1

2
σ2F̃ ′′(Yr)

]
dr + σF̃ ′(Yr)dBr.

For q sufficiently small, integrating the last formula over r ∈ [0, q] and taking expectations yield
the desired result.

4 Time-Consistent Equilibrium Singular Control for the Outer
Problem

We next tackle the outer problem:

min
η

Ex0,0,0

{∫ +∞

0
U(x0, 0, r)dηr − λ

∫ +∞

0
e−βrE(ηr)dr

}
,

where Ex,t,z stands for the conditional expectation given Xt− = x, ηt− = z. From the analysis in
the last section, ηr represents the fraction of the population that has followed the singular control
law Ξ∗ up to time r. We also call ηr the activated fraction of the population up to time r.
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At an arbitrary future time t, suppose the activated fraction at t is z ∈ [0, 1], i.e., ηt− = z, then
the agent should choose a strategy {ηs}s∈[t,+∞) to control the remaining 1−z fraction of population
that have not activated before time t. Therefore, the outer problem at time t is to minimizing over
η ∈ Dt,z under the objective functional:

J(x, t, z; η) := Ex,t,z

{∫ +∞

t
U(Xt, t, r)dηr−λ

∫ +∞

t
e−β(r−t)E(ηr)dr

}
, ∀(x, t, z) ∈ R×[0,+∞)×[0, 1].

(4.1)
where X is the uncontrolled state process governed by{

dXr = µdr + σdBr, ∀r ∈ [t,+∞),
Xt = x.

The admissible set Dt,z is given by

Dt,z := {η = {ηs}s∈[t,+∞) |η is non-decreasing and càdlàg

withηt− = z and η(t+h)− − ηt = O(h), ∀t as h→ 0}.

Because of the dependence of the integrand U on Xt and t, the problem is time-inconsistent
and the dynamic programming principle does not hold. The problem is a finite-fuel type time-
inconsistent singular control problem where the time-inconsistency is due to the dependence of the
initial states. We then look for a time-consistent equilibrium singular control law η.

Definition 4.1 (Admissible auxiliary singular control law). Suppose Υ = (WΥ, (WΥ)c) is a parti-
tion of

R := R× [0,+∞)× [0, 1].

We call Υ an admissible auxiliary singular control law if

(x, t, 1) ∈ WΥ, ∀(x, t) ∈ R× [0,+∞) (4.2)

and for any (x, t, z) ∈ R, the Skorohod reflection problem
dXr = µdr + σdBr, ∀r ∈ [t,+∞),

(Xr, r, η
Υ
r ) ∈ WΥ, ∀r ∈ [t,+∞),

ηΥr = z +
∫ r
t 1(Xr′−,r′,ηΥ

r′−)/∈WΥdηΥr′ , ∀r ∈ [t,+∞),

Xt− = x.

has a unique strong solution ηΥ := ηx,t,z,Υ. We call ηΥ := ηx,t,z,Υ the auxiliary singular control
generated by Υ at (x, t, z).

Remark 4. Due to the independence of the state process X on η, one can easily show that a
division of Υ is admissible if and only if (4.2) holds. Moreover, ηΥ has the explicit expression

ηx,t,z,Υr = z + sup
s∈[t,r]

inf{a ≥ 0 | (Xs, s, z + a) ∈ WΥ}.

Definition 4.2 (Equilibrium auxiliary singular control law). Suppose Υ̂ is an admissible auxiliary

singular control law. We call Υ̂ an equilibrium auxiliary singular control law and J(x, t, z; ηx,t,z,Υ̂)
the corresponding equilibrium value function at (x, t, z) if for any initial (x, t, z), any η′ ∈ Dt,z, it
holds that

lim inf
h→0

J(x, t, z; ηh)− J(x, t, z; ηx,t,z,Υ̂)

h
≥ 0
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where ηh, h ∈ (0,+∞), is defined by

ηhr =

{
η′r, r ∈ [t, t+ h),

η
X(t+h)−,t+h,η′

(t+h)−,Υ̂
r , r ∈ [t+ h,+∞).

(4.3)

We have the following verification theorem to characterize the time-consistent equilibrium.

Theorem 4.3 (Verification theorem of the outer problem). Given function V (x, t, z) and a family of
functions {fp,s(x, t, z)}(p,s)∈R×[0,+∞), define f(x, t, z, p, s) := fp,s(x, t, z) and define the infinitesimal
operator

Aφ(x, t, z) := φt(x, t, z) + µφx(x, t, z) +
1

2
σ2φxx(x, t, z),

and define Υ̂ by considering

WΥ := {(x, t, z) ∈ R|U(x, t, t) + Vz(x, t, z) = 0}.

Then Υ̂ is an equilibrium auxiliary singular control law and V (x, t, z) is the corresponding equilib-
rium value function at (x, t, z) if the following properties hold.
(a) V, fp,s, (x, t, z) 7→ f(x, t, z, x, t) are all in C2,1,1(R).
(b) The following extended HJB system holds

min{−λE(z) +AV(x, t, z)−Af(x, t, z, x, t) + (Afx,t)(x, t, z), U(x, t, t) + Vz(x, t, z)} = 0, (4.4)

− λe−β(t−s)E(z) + (Afp,s)(x, t, z) = 0, ∀(x, t, z) ∈ WΥ̂, (4.5)

U(p, s, t) + fp,s
z (x, t, z) = 0, ∀(x, t, z) /∈ WΥ̂. (4.6)

(c) Υ̂ is admissible.
(d) For φ = V, fp,s, (x, t, z) 7→ f(x, t, z, x, t), η′ ∈ Dt,z and any T > t,

Ex,t,z

∫ T

t
φ2
x(Xr, r, η

′
r)dr <∞.

(e) For φ = V, fp,s, (x, t, z) 7→ f(x, t, z, x, t), any initial (x, t, z) ∈ R and any admissible η′ ∈ Dt,z,
the transversality condition holds that

lim
T→∞

Ex,t,zφ(XT , T, η
′
T ) = 0.

Moreover, fp,s has the probabilistic representation

fp,s(x, t, z) = Ex,t,z

{∫ +∞

t
U(p, s, r)dη̂r − λ

∫ +∞

t
e−β(r−s)E(η̂r)dr

}
. (4.7)

Proof. For the fixed initial value (x, t, z) ∈ R, we denote η̂ = ηx,t,z,Υ̂.
Step 1: We show that f has the probability representation (4.7). Applying Itô-Tanaka-Meyer’s

formula to fp,s(Xr, r, η̂r), we obtain

fp,s(XT−, T, η̂T−)− fp,s(x, t, z)

=

∫ T

t
(Afp,s)(Xr, r, η̂r)dr +

∫ T

t
σfp,s

x (Xr, r, η̂r)dBr

+

∫ T

t
fp,s
z (Xr, r, η̂r)dη̂

c
r +

∑
r∈[t,T )

∫ ∆η̂r

0
fp,s
z (Xr, r, ηr− + u)du.
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Taking expectations, letting T → +∞ and applying (4.5) and (4.6), we obtain

fp,s(x, t, z) =Ex,t,z

[
−
∫ +∞

t
λe−β(r−s)E(η̂r)dr +

∫ +∞

t
U(p, s, r)dη̂cr +

∑
r∈[t,+∞)

∫ ∆η̂r

0
U(p, s, r)du

]

=Ex,t,z

[
−
∫ +∞

t
λe−β(r−s)E(η̂r)dr +

∫ +∞

t
U(p, s, r)dη̂r

]
.

Step 2: We prove that V (x, t, z) = f(x, t, z, x, t) = J(x, t, z; η̂). Applying Itô-Tanaka-Meyer’s
formula to V (Xr, r, η̂r) and f(Xr, r, η̂, Xr, r), we obtain

V (XT−, T, η̂T−)− V (x, t, z)

=

∫ T

t
(AV )(Xr, r, η̂r)dr +

∫ T

t
σV (Xr, r, η̂r)dBr

+

∫ T

t
Vz(Xr, r, η̂r)dη̂

c
r +

∑
r∈[t,T )

∫ ∆η̂r

0
Vz(Xr, r, η̂r− + u)du (4.8)

and

f(XT−, T, η̂T−, XT−, T )− f(x, t, z, x, t)

=

∫ T

t
Af(Xr, r, η̂r, Xr, r)dr +

∫ T

t
σf(Xr, r, η̂r, Xr, r)dBr

+

∫ T

t
fz(Xr, r, η̂r, Xr, r)dη̂

c
r +

∑
r∈[t,T )

∫ ∆η̂r

0
fz(Xr, r, η̂r− + u,Xr, r)du. (4.9)

By comparing (4.4), (4.5) and (4.6), we obtain

AV (x, t, z) = Af(x, t, z, x, t), ∀(x, t, z) ∈ WΥ̂,

Vz(x, t, z) = f t,z
z (x, t, z), ∀(x, t, z) /∈ WΥ̂.

Taking expectations on both sides of (4.8) and (4.9), letting T → +∞, and plugging in the last two
equations, we obtain that

V (x, t, z) = f(x, t, z, x, t).

Thanks to (4.7), we obtain

V (x, t, z) = f(x, t, z, x, t) = J(x, t, z; Υ̂).

Step 3: We show that Υ̂ is an equilibrium auxiliary singular control law. For any (t, z) and
η′ ∈ Dt,z, define

fη′(x, t, z, p, s) = Ex,t,z

{∫ +∞

t
U(p, s, r)dη′r − λ

∫ +∞

t
e−β(r−s)E(η′r)dr

}
.

Then,

fηh(x, t, z, x, t) =Ex,t,z

{
fηh(X(t+h)−, t+ h, η′(t+h)−, x, t)−

∫ t+h

t
λe−β(r−s)E(η′r)dr

+

∫ t+h

t
U(x, t, r)d(η′)cr +

∑
r∈[t,t+h)

U(x, t, r)∆η′r

}
.
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Noting that fηh(X(t+h)−, t+ h, η′(t+h)−, x, t) = f(X(t+h)−, t+ h, η′(t+h)−, x, t), we obtain

J(x, t, z; ηh)− J(x, t, z; η̂)

=Ex,t,z

{
f(X(t+h)−, t+ h, η′(t+h)−, x, t)− f(x, t, z, x, t)−

∫ t+h

t
λe−β(r−s)E(η′r)dr

+

∫ t+h

t
U(x, t, r)d(η′)cr +

∑
r∈[t,t+h)

U(x, t, r)∆η′r

}

=Ex,t,z

{∫ t+h

t
(Afx,t)(Xr, r, η

′
r)dr +

∫ t+h

t
fx,t
z (Xr, r, η

′
r)d(η

′)cr +
∑

r∈[t,t+h)

∫ ∆η′r

0
fx,t
z (Xr, r, η

′
r− + u)du

−
∫ t+h

t
λe−β(r−s)E(η′r)dr +

∫ t+h

t
U(x, t, r)d(η′)cr +

∑
r∈[t,t+h)

U(x, t, r)∆η′r

}
.

Then, we obtain that

lim inf
h→0

J(x, t, z; ηh)− J(x, t, z; η̂)

h
≥ 0.

Now, we explicitly solve the system of fp,s and V :

min{−λE(z) +AV(x, t, z)−Af(x, t, z, x, t) + (Afx,t)(x, t, z),

Φ(x) + Vz(x, t, z)} = 0,

− λe−β(t−s)E(z) + (Afp,s)(x, t, z) = 0,∀(x, t, z) ∈ WΥ̂,

U(p, s, t) + fp,s
z (x, t, z) = 0, ∀(x, t, z) /∈ WΥ̂.

where
WΥ̂ =

{
(x, t, z) ∈ R

∣∣∣Φ(x, t) + Vz(x, t, z) > 0
}
.

Note that the operator A is independent of z, we can obtain that for (x, t, z) ∈ WΥ̂,

fp,s(x, t, z) = −λ

β
e−β(t−s)E(z) + Cb(p, s, t, z)ebx + C l(p, s, t, z)elx

where l =
−
√

µ2+2βσ2−µ

σ2 < 0, and Cb(p, s, t, z), C l(p, s, t, z) are functions to be determined. Then

for (x, t, z) ∈ WΥ̂,

V (x, t, z) = −λ

β
E(z) + Cb(x, t, t, z)ebx + C l(x, t, t, z)elx.

In view that E ′(z) = −ln(z), the waiting region is expected to take the form

WΥ̂ =
{
(x, t, z)

∣∣∣Φ(x) + λ

β
ln(z) + Cb

z(x, t, t, z)e
bx + C l(x, t, t, z)elx > 0

}
.

We conjecture that there exists a function Γ(x, t) such that the waiting region can be written as

WΥ̂ =
{
(x, t, z)

∣∣∣z > Γ(x, t)
}
,
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i.e., Γ satisfies

Φ(x) +
λ

β
ln(Γ(x, t)) + Cb

z(x, t, t,Γ(x, t))e
bx + C l

z(x, t, t,Γ(x, t))e
lx = 0.

Then fp,s(x, t, z) on the whole domain is given by

fp,s(x, t, z) =


−λ

β e
−β(t−s)[z − zln(z)] + Cb(p, s, t, z)ebx + C l(p, s, t, z)elx, z > Γ(x, t),

−U t(p, s)(z − Γ(x, t))− λ
β e

−β(t−s)[Γ(x, t)− Γ(x, t) ln(Γ(x, t))]

+Cb(p, s, t,Γ(x, t))ebx + C l(p, s, t,Γ(x, t))elx, z ≤ Γ(x, t),

and V (x, t, z) on the whole domain is given by

V (x, t, z) =


−λ

β [z − z ln(z)] + Cb(x, t, t, z)ebx + C l(x, t, t, z)elx, z > Γ(x, t),

−Φ(x)(z − Γ(x, t))− λ
β [Γ(x, t)− Γ(x, t) ln(Γ(x, t))]

+Cb(x, t, t,Γ(x, t))ebx + C l(x, t, t,Γ(x, t))elx, z ≤ Γ(x, t),

For V , we obtain that C1 property w.r.t x and z are naturally satisfied, and the C2 property w.r.t
x leads to the condition that

[Γx(x, t)]
2
[λ
β

1

Γ(x, t)
+ Cb

zz(x, t, t,Γ(x, t))e
bx + C l

zz(x, t, t,Γ(x, t))e
lx
]
= 0.

In sum, we have the following system of Γ(x, t) and Cb(x, t, t, z), C l(x, t, t, z):

Φ(x) +
λ

β
ln(Γ(x, t)) + Cb

z(x, t, t,Γ(x, t))e
bx + C l

z(x, t, t,Γ(x, t))e
lx = 0,

[Γx(x, t)]
2
[λ
β

1

Γ(x, t)
+ Cb

zz(x, t, t,Γ(x, t))e
bx + C l

zz(x, t, t,Γ(x, t))e
lx
]
= 0.

We shall conjecture that Γ(x, t) = Γ(x), Cb(x, t, t, z) = Cb(x, z), C l(x, t, t, z) = C l(x, z), then

Φ(x) +
λ

β
ln(Γ(x)) + Cb

z(x,Γ(x))e
bx + C l

z(x,Γ(x))e
lx = 0,

[Γx(x)]
2
[λ
β

1

Γ(x)
+ Cb

zz(x,Γ(x))e
bx + C l

zz(x,Γ(x))e
lx
]
= 0.

Next we utilize the C2,1,1 property of fp,s(x, t, z). The C1 property w.r.t. z leads to that for
any (p, s, t),

λ

β
e−β(t−s) ln(Γ(x)) + Cb

z(p, s, t,Γ(x))e
bx + C l

z(p, s, t,Γ(x))e
lx +Ψ(p, t− s) = 0.

Then we conjecture that Cb(p, s, t, z) = Cb(p, t − s, z), C l(p, s, t, z) = C l(p, t − s, z) and for any
p ∈ R, q = t− s ≥ 0 and any x, we have

λ

β
e−βq ln(Γ(x)) + Cb

z(p, q,Γ(x))e
bx + C l

z(p, q,Γ(x))e
lx +Ψ(p, q) = 0.

The C1 property w.r.t x naturally holds under the condition of the last formula. The C2 property
w.r.t x leads to that[λ
β
e−βq 1

Γ(x)
+Cb

zz(p, q,Γ(x))e
bx+C l

zz(p, q,Γ(x))e
lx
]
Γ′(x)+2bCb

z(p, q,Γ(x))e
bx+2lC l

z(p, q,Γ(x))e
lx = 0.
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Putting together all we have, for any (p, q, x), it holds

λ

β
e−βq ln(Γ(x)) + Cb

z(p, q,Γ(x))e
bx + C l

z(p, q,Γ(x))e
lx +Ψ(p, q) = 0, (4.10)[λ

β
e−βq 1

Γ(x)
+ Cb

zz(p, q,Γ(x))e
bx + C l

zz(p, q,Γ(x))e
lx
]
Γ′(x) + 2bCb

z(p, q,Γ(x))e
bx + 2lC l

z(p, q,Γ(x))e
lx = 0,

(4.11)

Φ(x) +
λ

β
ln(Γ(x)) + Cb

z(x, 0,Γ(x))e
bx + C l

z(x, 0,Γ(x))e
lx = 0, (4.12)

λ

β

1

Γ(x)
+ Cb

zz(x, 0,Γ(x))e
bx + C l

zz(x, 0,Γ(x))e
lx = 0. (4.13)

We note that, unlike the fact that (4.10) reduces to (4.12) when q = 0 for the first order condition,
(4.11) does not reduce to (4.13) for the second order condition. In fact, the combination of (4.11)
and (4.13) leads to

bCb
z(x, 0,Γ(x))e

bx + lC l
z(x, 0,Γ(x))e

lx = 0.

We conjecture that either Cb ≡ 0 or C l ≡ 0, which leads to

Cb
z(x, 0,Γ(x)) = C l

z(x, 0,Γ(x)) = 0.

Plugging the above result into (4.12) leads to Φ(x) + λ
β ln(Γ(x)) = 0, which yields

Γ(x) = e−
β
λ
Φ(x).

The boundary function Γ has the following properties.

Proposition 4.4. Γ(x) is strictly decreasing with lim
x→−∞

Γ(x) = 1 and lim
x→+∞

Γ(x) = 0.

Proof. The proof is straightforward as Φ is strictly increasing and lim
x→−∞

Φ(x) = 0 and lim
x→+∞

Φ(x) =

∞.

Now we can obtain some boundary conditions of fp,s(x, t, z), which has probabilistic interpre-
tation

fp,s(x, t, z) = Ex,t,z

{∫ +∞

t
U(p, s, r)dη̂r − λ

∫ +∞

t
e−β(r−s)E(η̂r)dr

}
with

η̂r = z + sup
s∈[t,r]

(Γ(Xs)− z)+,

dXr = µdr + σdBr,

Xt = x.

First, for z = 1, we have η̂r ≡ 1,∀r ∈ [t+∞) and thus

fp,s(x, t, 1) = −λ

β
e−β(t−s)E(1),

which leads to
Cb(p, q, 1) = C l(p, q, 1) = 0,∀(p, q) ∈ R× [0 +∞).
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Second, for x→ −∞, (x, t, z) must be in (W Υ̂)c. Then η̂r → z+(1− z)1r≥t, ∀r ∈ [t−,+∞) almost
surely and

lim
x→−∞

fp,s(x, t, z) = U(p, s, t)(1− z)− λ

β
e−β(t−s)E(1),

which leads to
lim

x→−∞
C l(p, q,Γ(x))elx = 0,∀(p, q) ∈ R× [0,+∞).

Third, for x→ +∞, (x, t, z) must be in W Υ̂. Then η̂r → z,∀r ∈ [t−,+∞) almost surely and

lim
x→+∞

fp,s(x, t, z) = −λ

β
e−β(t−s)E(z),

which leads to
Cb(p, q, z) ≡ 0.

Combining the boundary conditions, we obtain that, for any (p, q, x),

C l
z(p, q,Γ(x)) =

[
− λ

β
e−βq ln(Γ(x))−Ψ(p, q)

]
e−lx,

C l(p, q, 1) = 0.

Equivalently, for any (p, q, z) ∈ R× [0,+∞)× (0, 1), it holds that

C l
z(p, q, z) =

[
− λ

β
e−βq ln(z)−Ψ(p, q)

]
e−lΓ−1(z),

C l(p, q, 1) = 0.

Then, for any (p, q, z) ∈ R× [0,+∞)× [0, 1], we obtain that

C l(p, q, z) =−
∫ 1

z

[
− λ

β
e−βq ln(z′)−Ψ(p, q)

]
e
−lΦ−1(−λ

β
ln(z′))

dz′

=

∫ 1

z

[λ
β
e−βq ln(z′) + Ψ(p, q)

]
e
−lΦ−1(−λ

β
ln(z′))

dz′.

We can verify that

lim
x→−∞

C l(p, q,Γ(x))elx

= lim
x→−∞

∫ 1
Γ(x)

[
λ
β e

−βq ln(z′) + Ψ(p, q)
]
e−lΓ−1(z′)dz′

e−lx

= lim
x→−∞

−Γ′(x)
[
λ
β e

−βq ln(Γ(x)) + Ψ(p, q)
]
e−lx

−le−lx

= lim
x→−∞

Γ′(x)
[
λ
β e

−βq ln(Γ(x)) + Ψ(p, q)
]

l

=0.

Then we have the following theorem.
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Theorem 4.5. An equilibrium singular control law to the entropy regularized outer problem (4.1)

is given by Υ̂ = (W Υ̂, (W Υ̂)c) with

W Υ̂ =
{
(x, t, z) ∈ R

∣∣z > Γ(x)
}

and
Γ(x) = e−

β
λ
Φ(x).

The generated equilibrium singular control η̂ := ηx,t,z,Υ̂ is given by

η̂r = z + sup
s∈[t,r]

(Γ(Xs)− z)+, ∀r ∈ [t,+∞).

The resulting equilibrium value function V (x, t, z) is given by

V (x, t, z) =

{
−λ

β [z − z ln(z)] + C l(x, 0, z)elx, z > Γ(x),

−Φ(x)(z − Γ(x))− λ
β [Γ(x)− Γ(x) ln(Γ(x))] + C l(x, 0,Γ(x))elx, z ≤ Γ(x),

(4.14)

where

C l(p, q, z) =

∫ 1

z

[λ
β
e−βq ln(z′) + Ψ(p, q)

]
e−lΓ−1(z′)dz′, ∀(p, q, z) ∈ R× [0,+∞)× [0, 1].

Proof. To verify the equilibrium, it suffices to show that

Φ(x) + Vz(x, t, z) ≥ 0, ∀z > Γ(x), (4.15)

− λE(z) + (Afx,t)(x, t, z) ≥ 0,∀z ≤ Γ(x). (4.16)

where

fp,s(x, t, z) =

{
−λ

β e
−β(t−s)[z − z ln(z)] + C l(p, t− s, z)elx, z > Γ(x),

−Ψ(p, t− s)(z − Γ(x))− λ
β e

−β(t−s)[Γ(x)− Γ(x) ln(Γ(x))] + C l(p, t− s,Γ(x))elx, z ≤ Γ(x).

(4.17)
For (4.15), we can calculate that for z > Γ(x),

Φ(x) + Vz(x, t, z)

=Φ(x) +
λ

β
ln(z) + C l

z(x, 0, z)e
lx

=Φ(x) +
λ

β
ln(z)−

[λ
β
ln(z) + Φ(x)

]
el[x−Γ−1(z)]

=
[λ
β
ln(z) + Φ(x)

][
1− el[x−Γ−1(z)]

]
.

Recall that

z > Γ(x)⇔ λ

β
ln(z) + Φ(x) > 0⇔ 1− el[x−Γ−1(z)] > 0,

we have
Φ(x) + Vz(x, t, z) > 0, ∀z > Γ(x).

To verify (4.16), recall that for z ≤ Γ(x),

fp,s(x, t, z) = −Ψ(p, t− s)(z − Γ(x))− λ

β
e−β(t−s)[Γ(x)− Γ(x) ln(Γ(x))] + C l(p, t− s,Γ(x))elx.
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Then

fp,s
t (x, t, z) =−Ψq(p, t− s)(z − Γ(x)) + λe−β(t−s)[Γ(x)− Γ(x) ln(Γ(x))] + C l

q(p, t− s,Γ(x))elx,

fp,s
x (x, t, z) =lC l(p, t− s,Γ(x))elx + Γ′(x)

[
Ψ(p, t− s) +

λ

β
e−β(t−s) ln(Γ(x)) + C l

z(p, t− s,Γ(x))elx
]
.

One can observe that fp,s
x (x, t, z) is independent of z, thus fp,s

xx (x, t, z) is also independent of z.
Moreover, fp,s

t (x, t, z) is linear in z with slope −Ψq(p, t− s). In light of the fact that[
− λE(z) + (Afx,t)(x, t, z)

]∣∣∣
z=Γ(x)

= 0,

verifying (4.16) boils down to showing that

F (z) := −λE(z) + λE(Γ(x))−Ψq(x, 0)(z − Γ(x)) ≥ 0,∀z ≤ Γ(x). (4.18)

Observe that
F ′(z) = λ ln(z)−Ψq(x, 0)

is increasing in z. To show (4.18), we only have to show that F ′(z)|z=Γ(x) ≤ 0, i.e.,

λ ln(Γ(x))−Ψq(x, 0) ≤ 0. (4.19)

Recall that

Ψ(p, q) := Cae
ap + e−βq

∫ ∞

−∞
G(y, p, q)

[
Φ(y)− Cae

ay
]
dy, ∀(p, q) ∈ R× [0,+∞).

Using Lemma 3.1, we have

λ ln(Γ(x))−Ψq(x, 0)

=− βΦ(x) +
[
βe−βq

∫ ∞

−∞
G(y, p, q)

[
Φ(y)− Cae

ay
]
dy

]∣∣∣
(p,q)=(x,0)

−
[
e−βq ∂

∂q

∫ ∞

−∞
G(y, p, q)

[
Φ(y)− Cae

ay
]
dy

]∣∣∣
(p,q)=(x,0)

=− βΦ(x) + β
[
Φ(x)− Cae

ax
]
−
[
µ
[
Φ′(x)− aCae

ax
]
+

1

2
σ2

[
Φ′′(x)− a2Cae

ax
]]

=− eax − µΦ′(x)− 1

2
σ2Φ′′(x).

The last expression is negative because Φ satisfies

min{eax − βΦ(x) + µΦ′(x) +
1

2
σ2Φ′′(x), c− Φ′(x)} = 0.

Then (4.19) holds, which completes the proof.

Remark 5. Our proposed framework of reinforcement learning of singular control laws with entropy
regularization can be extended to the general model setup with diffusion drift µ(x, t, y), volatility
σ(x, t, y), and reward function H(x, t, y). But the lack of an explicit solution makes it very difficult
to verify the convergence of equilibrium iteration. We leave the general case for future study.
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when λ = 0, the entropy regularized outer problem (4.1) becomes

min
η

Ex,t,z

{∫ +∞

t
U(Xt, t, r)dηr

}
(4.20)

which is still time-inconsistent but equivalent to the original problem (2.2). In fact, the optimal
solution to the original problem (2.2) is equivalent to the pre-committed solution to (4.20), which
is given by

ηprer := 1,∀r ∈ [t+∞).

The above ηpre is also pre-committed for the entropy regularized outer problem(4.1) for any λ > 0
due to the non-decreasing property of entropy E(z) = z − z log(z) for z ∈ (0, 1]. However, the
pre-committed solution involves no exploration and we therefore use the equilibrium solution to
explore the environment and approximate the optimal solution of the original problem.

Remark 6. Due to the non-convergence as λ→ 0, one cannot use the learned outer value function
V (or equivalently f) to approximate the value function Φ of the original problem even when
λ is close to 0. In our current model setup, the existence of an explicit equilibrium and value
function makes it possible to parameterize Φ, U , and V (or f) using the same set of parameters.
As a consequence, we can learn the value function Φ in the original problem without entropy
regularization by learning V (or f) or U in the entropy regularized problem. However, the general
case without explicit solution is more challenging, which will be left for future study.

5 Actor-Critic RL using the Two-Stage Formulation

In this section, we design a type of actor-critic reinforcement learning algorithm using the random-
ized singular control laws under entropy regularization. In each step, the agent first evaluates all
functions needed, then iterates the strategy, and finally uses the new strategy to generate an action.

5.1 Policy evaluation

Two functions play important roles in our algorithm design. The first one is Φ(x) = U(x, t, t) =
Ψ(x, 0),∀t, which represents the optimal value function of the original problem. In each step, when
the strategy of the inner problem is Ξ, the agent should evaluate Φ(x; x̄) := Φ(x; Ξx̄) where

Φ(x; Ξ) := Φ(x, t, y; Ξ) := Ex,t,y

{∫ +∞

t
e−β(r−t)eaX

Ξ
r dr +

∫ +∞

t
e−β(r−t)cdξΞr

}
, ∀(x, t, y) ∈ Q (5.1)

with (XΞ, ξΞ) := (Xx,t,y,Ξ, ξx,t,y,Ξ) being the state and control generated by Ξ at (x, t, y).
The function Φ(x; Ξ) can be evaluated using the following martingale characterization.

Theorem 5.1. Let Ξ be an admissible singular control law for the inner problem, and Φ(x; Ξ) is
a given function. Then Φ(x; Ξ) is the value function of Ξ in the sense of (5.1) if and only if the
process

MΦ :=

{
MΦ

r := e−β(r−t)Φ(XΞ
r ; Ξ) +

∫ r

t
e−β(r′−t)eaX

Ξ
r′dr′ +

∫ r

t
e−β(r′−t)cdξΞr′

}
is an {Fr}r∈[t,+∞)-martingale.
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By the definition of U , we have U(x, t, r) = Φ(x, t, y; Ξ∗,r) where Ξ∗,r is defined by WΞ∗,r
=

{(x, t, y)|t < r or (x, t, y) ∈WΞ∗}. Therefore, the function U can also be evaluated using Theorem
5.1.

The second one is V (x, t, z) = fx,t(x, t, z), which represents the equilibrium value function of
the outer problem, and it can approximate the original problem’s optimal value function with
sufficiently small λ. In each step, when the strategy of the outer problem is Υ, the agent should
evaluate fp,s(x, t, z; Υ), which is defined by

fp,s(x, t, z; Υ) := Ex,t,z

{∫ +∞

t
U(p, s, r)dηΥr − λ

∫ +∞

t
e−β(r−s)E(ηΥr )dr

}
with ηΥ = ηx,t,z,Υ being the auxiliary singular control generated by Υ at (x, t, z). The martingale
characterization of fp,s(x, t, z; Υ) is given in the next result.

Theorem 5.2. Let Υ be an admissible auxiliary singular control law and fp,s(x, t, z; Υ) be a given
function. Then fp,s(x, t, z; Υ) is the value function of Υ if and only if the process

Mf,p,s :=

{
Mf,p,s

r := fp,s(Xr, r, η
Υ
r ,Υ) +

∫ r

t
U(p, s, r′)dηΥr′ − λ

∫ r

t
e−β(r′−s)E(ηΥr′)dr′

}

is an {Fr}r∈[t,+∞)-martingale.

Observe that we have the explicit expressions for all Φ(x), U(p, s, t) and fp,s(x, t, z), which
motivate us to consider a shared set of parameters for all of them such that any one of these
functions can be exploited in the step of policy evaluation to update their common parameters and
hence update all parameterized functions simultaneously.

5.2 Policy iteration

Note that we are handling a pair of singular control laws (Ξ,Υ). For Ξ, there exists a policy
iteration scheme Ξ→ Ξ′ given by

WΞ′
:= int

(
{x|qΦ0 (x; Ξ) ≥ 0, qΦ1 (x; Ξ) ≤ 0}

)
. (5.2)

where

qΦ0 (x; Ξ) := c− Φ′(x; Ξ),

qΦ1 (x; Ξ) := eax − βΦ(x; Ξ) + µΦ′(x; Ξ) +
1

2
σ2Φ′′(x; Ξ).

The intuition for the policy iteration is that the optimal Ξ̂ satisfies

W Ξ̂ = {x|qΦ0 (x; Ξ̂) > 0} = {x|qΦ1 (x; Ξ̂) > 0}.

For arbitrary Ξ, the last equality in the above formula may not hold, and the iteration is aimed at
correcting the difference between the two sets.

For the outer problem, the equilibrium Υ̂ can also be interpreted as the boundary between two
regions, and we can define a similar iteration scheme of the regions. However, it is well-known that
the iteration of equilibrium towards the fixed point may not converge in general unless one can
verify some contraction mapping property of the iteration operation.
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From an alternative perspective, Υ̂ is given by

W Υ̂ = {(x, z)|z > e−
β
λ
Φ(x;Ξ̂)}

which is a feedback form of Ξ̂. Therefore, we can iterate Υ→ Υ′ by

WΥ′
:= {(x, z)|z > e−

β
λ
Φ(x;Ξ′)}

with Ξ′ given by (5.2).
Consequently, the overall policy iteration is given by

(Ξ,Υ)→ (Ξ′,Υ′),

WΞ′
:= int

(
{x|qΦ0 (x; Ξ) ≥ 0, qΦ1 (x; Ξ) ≤ 0}

)
,

WΥ′
:= {(x, z)|z > e−

β
λ
Φ(x;Ξ′)}.

Our previous paper Liang et al. [2025] has shown the convergence of Ξn towards Ξ̂. Hence Υn

converges to Υ̃ with W Υ̃ := {(x, z)|z > e−
β
λ
Φ(x;Ξ̂)}. Then Υ̃ = Υ̂ and we can conclude that the

policy iteration converges to the equilibrium pair (Ξ̂, Υ̂).

Remark 7. There is no need to implement a separate policy iteration for the outer problem.
The outer problem is actually learning a mapping from the inner value function Φ(x, x̄), which is
fed into the variational inequality of the outer problem, to the boundary of the outer control law

Γ(x) = e−
β
λ
Φ(x,x̄). The mapping involves no unknown parameter, thus there is no need to learn

it. Due to the time-inconsistency and other factors, it can also be difficult to prove a converging
policy iteration for an arbitrary initial Γ0.

Remark 8. The iteration of Υ is equivalent to the iteration of the inner value function Φ. Therefore,
the new reinforcement learning algorithm with randomized singular control has a complexity no
greater than the non-randomized problem. But the randomization encourages exploration and is
expected to be more robust in the convergence of the learned strategy.

Based on the above policy iteration scheme, we can also avoid PE for the outer problem and just
focus on Φ as our learned value function. In this way, the randomization just affects the sampling in
online learning to perform more robustly, without raising any computational complexity or causing
non-convergence of the entropy regularized value function. The new algorithm differs from the
non-randomized algorithm in that the agent flips a biased coin before acting; other than that, the
possible behavior is the same as the non-randomized algorithm. The randomization is best in the
sense that the expected overall entropy regularized value function achieves the minimum in an
equilibrium sense.

6 RL Algorithms and Numerical Implementations

In this section, we numerically implement the reinforcement learning algorithm in the simulation
experiment.

In the first step, we design a uniform parameterization for the value functions to prepare for
policy evaluation.

θ1 = a,

θ2 = b,

θ3 = Ca.
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We do policy evaluation on U for the randomized approach, while on Φ for the non-randomized
approach. These two functions are parameterized as follows.

Φθ(x; x̄)=

{
θ3e

θ1x + Cb(θ; x̄)e
θ2x, x ≤ x̄,

c(x− x̄) + Cv(θ; x̄), x > x̄,
,

U θ(x, t, r; x̄)=



θ3e
θ1x + e−β(r−t)

∫ x̄
−∞

1√
2πσ2(θ)(r−t)

e
− [y−x−µ(θ)(r−t)]2

2σ2(θ)(r−t) Cb(θ; x̄)e
θ2ydy

+e−β(r−t)
∫∞
x̄

1√
2πσ2(θ)(r−t)

e
− [y−x−µ(θ)(r−t)]2

2σ2(θ)(r−t)
[
c(y − x̄) + Cv(θ; x̄)− θ3e

θ1y
]
dy, t ∈ [0, r),{

θ3e
θ1x + Cb(θ; x̄)e

θ2x, x ≤ x̄,
c(x− x̄) + Cv(θ; x̄), x > x̄,

, t ∈ [r,+∞)

where

Cb(θ; x̄) :=
c− θ1θ3e

θ1x̄

θ2eθ2x̄
, Cv(θ; x̄) :=

c+ (θ2 − θ1)θ3e
θ1x̄

θ2
,

µ(θ) =
β(θ22 − θ21)−

θ22
θ3

θ1θ2(θ2 − θ1)
, σ(θ) =

√
2
[
θ2
θ3
− β(θ2 − θ1)

]
θ1θ2(θ2 − θ1)

.

Remark 9. It is not appropriate to parameterize Φ using the expression of the optimizer, which
does not depend on the given boundary x̄ but is additionally C2 at the boundary. The boundary in
this parameterization is a fixed point for the policy iteration scheme. It is common to do the policy
iteration in an appropriate subset of admissible strategies, and it may result in faster convergence.
The parameterization should fit the structure of the value function for this subset of admissible
strategies. In an extreme case, the parameterization fits the singleton of the optimal case, and the
policy iteration no longer leads to different strategies and is thus not appropriate.

Remark 10. The parameterization for the singular control is different from the regular control in
that the parameterized value function also depends on the current boundary x̄.

For the policy evaluation, we use the offline martingale loss algorithm for both U and Φ. To
tackle the infinite-time horizon, we impose a truncation at a sufficiently large terminal time T .
Noting the fact that

lim
T→+∞

e−βTU(XΞx̄,r
T , T, r; x̄) = 0, a.s.,

lim
T→+∞

e−βTΦ(XΞx̄
T ; x̄) = 0, a.s..

We can approximate the above terms to zero and obtain the following policy evaluation scheme to
iterate θ for Φ.

θ ← θ + αl(m)∆t

N−1∑
n=0

[
− e−βtnΦθ(XΞx̄

tn ; x̄) +

N−1∑
k=n

Hk

] ∂

∂θ
Φθ(XΞx̄

tn ; x̄), (6.1)

where α is the initial learning rate, l(·) is the learning rate schedule function, and Hk is the running

cost at step k with interpretation Hk =
∫ tk+1

tk
e−βreaX

Ξx̄
r dr.

The policy evaluation for U is similar but more complex. In the randomized singular control
approach, we have an activation time τΥx̄ generated by the auxiliary singular control law Υx̄ with
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WΥx̄ := {(x, z)|z > e−
β
λ
Φθ(x;x̄)}. In the algorithm, suppose the grids are tn = T n

N , n = 0, 1, · · · , N ,
then

ηΥx̄
tn = sup

1≤k≤n
e−

β
λ
Φθ(Xtk

;x̄)

where X is the simulated uncontrolled state process. And τΥx̄ can be determined by

τΥx̄ = inf{tk, 1 ≤ k ≤ N |ηΥx̄
tk
≥ Z}, Z ∼ Uniform[0, 1]. (6.2)

to make the total probability of activation before time tk be ηΥx̄
tk

for any k.
If the infimum in (6.2) exists, we iterate

θ ← θ + αl(m)∆t

N−1∑
n=0

[
− e−βtnU θ(XΞx̄,τΥx̄

tn , tn, τ
Υx̄ ; x̄) +

N−1∑
k=n

[
Hk + ck

]] ∂

∂θ
U θ(XΞx̄,τΥx̄

tn , tn, τ
Υx̄ ; x̄),

(6.3)

where ck is the control cost at step k with interpretation ck =
∫ tk+1−
tk

cdξΞx̄,τΥx̄

r .
For the case that the infimum in (6.2) does not exist, we approximate this case by the case that

τΥx̄ = +∞. Now the value function is just the uncontrolled value function

U∞(x, t; x̄) := Cae
ax, and U∞,θ(x, t) := θ3e

θ1x

and we iterate

θ ← θ + αl(m)∆t
N−1∑
n=0

[
− e−βtnU∞,θ(Xtn , tn) +

N−1∑
k=n

Hk

] ∂

∂θ
U∞,θ(Xtn , tn). (6.4)

Algorithm 1 Non-randomized environment simulator

INPUT: Grids {tn}0≤n≤N , initial (Xt0−, t0, ξt0−), and strategy Ξx̄.
for n = 0, 2, · · · , N − 1 do
Calculate immediate jump ∆ξtn = (Xtn−− x̄)+ and set ξtn = ξtn−+∆ξtn , Xtn = Xtn−−∆ξtn .

Simulate an uncontrolled increase I∆t ∼ N(µ∆t, σ2∆t) and set

ξtn+1− = ξtn + (Xtn + I∆t − x̄)+,

Xtn+1− = Xtn − (Xtn + I∆t − x̄)+.

Calculate the approximated running cost and control cost

Htn = e−βtneaXtn∆t,

ctn = e−βtnc(Xtn + I∆t − x̄)+.

end for
return The sequences of (tn)-triples {(Xtn , tn, ξtn)}1≤n≤N−1, (tn+1−)-triples
{(Xtn+1−, tn+1, ξtn+1−)}1≤n≤N−1, running costs {Htn}1≤n≤N−1 and control costs {ctn}1≤n≤N−1.
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Algorithm 2 Randomized environment simulator

INPUT: Grids {tn}0≤n≤N , initial (Xt0−, t0, ξt0−, ηt0−), and strategy (Ξx̄,Υx̄).
Initialize activating time τ =∞, sample a random variable Z ∼ Uniform[0, 1].
for n = 0, 1, · · · , N − 1 do

Calculate immediate auxiliary jump ∆ηtn = (e−
β
λ
Φθ(Xtn− ;x̄) − ηtn−)

+. Set tn+1 = tn +∆t and

ηtn+1− = ηtn = ηtn− +∆ηtn .

if τ =∞ then
if ηtn > Z then

Set activation time τ = tn.
else

Set ξtn+1− = ξtn = ξtn−, Xtn = Xtn−. Simulate an uncontrolled increase I∆t ∼
N(µ∆t, σ2∆t) in [tn, tn+1) and set Xtn+1− = Xtn + I∆t.
Calculate approximate running cost Htn = e−βtneaXtn∆t and control cost ctn = 0.

end if
end if
if τ <∞ then
Feed (Xtn−, tn, ξtn−) and Ξx̄ into the environment simulator 1 to obtain the current jumped
triple (Xtn , tn, ξtn), next beforetime triple (Xtn+1−, tn+1, ξtn+1−), running cost Htn and con-
trol cost ctn .

end if
end for
return The activating time τ , the sequences of (tn)-quadruples {(Xtn , tn, ξtn , ηtn)}0≤n≤N−1,
(tn+1−)-quadruples {(Xtn+1−, tn+1, ξtn+1−, ηtn+1−)}0≤n≤N−1, running costs {Htn}0≤n≤N−1 and
control costs {ctn}0≤n≤N−1.

The environment simulators for generating samples for offline policy evaluation are summarized
in Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2. Algorithm 1 is for the non-randomized setting, while Algorithm
2 is for the randomized setting. Specifically, for each small interval [tn, tn+1), the non-randomized
simulator generates the singular control and state process at (Xtn−, tn, ξtn−) under Ξx̄. On the
other hand, the randomized simulator acts in two steps. First, it calculates whether the agent
should activate at time tn according to a random variable Z. Second, if the agent should activate
at tn, then the simulator generates the singular control and state process at (Xtn−, tn, ξtn−) under
Ξx̄; otherwise, the simulator keeps the control ξ constant and generate the state process according
to the uncontrolled dynamics. The running cost and control cost in (tn, tn+1), which are expressed
as integrals in (tn, tn+1), are approximated by the values of integrands at tn multiplied by ∆t or
(ξtn+1− − ξtn).

Remark 11. For the randomized approach, an alternative choice is to learn f instead of U . The
iteration by the martingality w.r.t f is given by

θ ← θ + α
N−1∑
n=0

[
− (fx0,0)θ(Xtn , tn, ηtn) +

N−1∑
k=n

U θ(x0, 0, ηtn)∆ηtn − λ
N−1∑
k=n

e−βtnE(ηtn)∆t
]

·
[ ∂

∂θ
(fx0,0)θ(Xtn , tn, ηtn)−

N−1∑
k=n

∂

∂θ
U θ(x0, 0, ηtn)∆ηtn

]
.
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However, the above formula requires parameterizations of both U and f , and we don’t choose it
for simplicity.

We highlight the following facts regarding the policy evaluation:
(i) In each step, the jump provides no information because c is known. Hence, we only apply

PE in each (tn, tn+1) interval in (6.1) and (6.3)∼(6.4).
(ii) The summation of gradient term in (6.1) and (6.3)∼(6.4) over n can be extremely large due

to the cumulation effect. We impose a gradient clipping with a bound Mgc on the summation term.
(iii) The parameters θ are assumed by the agent to satisfy conditions µ(θ) > 0, σ(θ) > 0

and β − µ(θ)θ1 − 1
2σ

2(θ)θ21 > 0 (The assumption µ(θ) > 0 can be generalized, see Remark 12).
Equivalently, it is assumed to be satisfied that

θ1 > 0, θ3 >
1

β
, θ2 ∈

(√ β

β − 1
θ3

θ1,
β

β − 1
θ3

θ1
)
.

Note that (6.4) only iterates θ1 and θ3, we impose boundary clipping for θ1 and θ3 and separately
iterate θ2, i.e.,

θ1 ← max{θ1, δbc}, (6.5)

θ3 ← max{θ3,
1

β
+ δbc}, (6.6)

θ2 ←

√
β

β− 1
θ3

+ β

β− 1
θ3

2
θ1. (6.7)

Remark 12. The relation θ2 >
√

β

β− 1
θ3

θ1 follows from the assumption that µ(θ) > 0, which is for

simplicity and faster convergence. More generally, we may assume the unknown µ to have a lower
bound and derive similar relations. The assumption µ > 0 here is just for simplicity. Even if µ is
assumed to have no known lower bound, the agent can use the clipping θ2 ∈ (−∞, β

β− 1
θ3

θ1) and

subjectively design a rule to replace the updating rule θ2 ←

√
β

β− 1
θ3

+ β

β− 1
θ3

2 θ1.

For the other case, we only do boundary clipping

θ1 ← max{θ1, δbc}, (6.8)

θ3 ← max{θ3,
1

β
+ δbc}, (6.9)

θ2 ← min
{ β

β − 1
θ3

θ1 − δbc,max
{
θ2,

√
β

β − 1
θ3

θ1 + δbc
}}

. (6.10)

The next step is to implement the policy iteration. Recall that the policy for the outer problem
can be directly calculated via

WΥx̄
=

{
(x, z)

∣∣z > e−
β
λ
Φ(x;x̄)

}
,

we only have to iterate the inner policy presented by x̄. To avoid additional evaluation error that
may influence the overall comparison results, we just use µ(θ) and σ(θ) to directly evaluate the
q-functions, with additionally parameterizing the q-functions and evaluating the new parameters.

24



Using the proof of Proposition 4.1 in Liang et al. [2025], the policy iteration x̄ → x̄′ can be
implemented in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3 Policy iteration for x̄

INPUT: Current parameters θ, current boundary x̄, boundary iteration rate αpi.
if (θ2 − θ1)θ1θ3e

θ1x̄ − cθ2 ≤ 0 then
Calculate x̄′ as the root of

eθ1x − βc(x− x̄)− β
c+ (θ2 − θ1)θ3e

θ1x̄

θ2
+ µ(θ)c = 0

w.r.t variable x in [x̄,+∞).
else
Calculate x̄′ as the root of

c− θ1θ3e
θ1x − ceθ2(x−x̄) + θ1θ3e

θ2x−(θ2−θ1)x̄ = 0

w.r.t variable x in (−∞, x̄).
end if
Scale the change by letting

x̄′ ← x̄+ αpi(x̄
′ − x̄).

return the updated boundary x̄′

Now we can integrate the policy evaluation and the policy iteration to design some actor-critic
reinforcement learning algorithms. The algorithms are offline because we are using martingale loss
algorithms for policy evaluation. The benchmark algorithm using non-randomized singular control
is shown in Algorithm 4. Accordingly, the algorithm using randomized singular control is shown in
Algorithm 5.

Algorithm 4 benchmark non-randomized offline actor-critic algorithm

INPUT: Initial x0, a cut-off terminal time T > 0, number of episodes M , number of mesh grids
N , proper parameterization Φθ(·; ·), initial learning rates α and a learning rate schedule function
l(·). Gradient clipping bound Mgc, boundary clipping threshold δgc and boundary iteration rate
αpi.
Initialize θ by a guessed vector value, and initialize boundary x̄ by a guessed value. Obtain time
step size ∆t := T

N and tn := n T
N for n = 0, 1, · · · , n.

for episode m = 1, 2, · · · ,M do
Feed grids {tn}0≤n≤N , initial (Xt0−, t0, ξt0−) = (x0, 0, 0), and strategy Ξx̄ defined
by WΞx̄ = {x|x < x̄} into the non-randomized environment simulator 1 to ob-
tain the sequences of current jumped triples {(Xtn , tn, ξtn)}0≤n≤N−1, next beforetime
triples {(Xtn+1−, tn+1, ξtn+1−)}0≤n≤N−1, running costs {Htn}0≤n≤N−1 and control costs
{ctn}0≤n≤N−1.
Apply the martingale loss algorithm to update the parameter θ by (6.1) with gradient clipping
in [−Mgc,Mgc]. Then apply boundary clipping (6.8)∼(6.10) to adjust the updated parameters.
Apply policy iteration 3 to update x̄← x̄′.

end for
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Algorithm 5 Randomized offline actor-critic algorithm

INPUT: Initial x0, a cut-off terminal time T > 0, number of episodes M , number of mesh grids
N , proper parameterization U θ(·, ·, τ ; ·) for any τ and U∞,θ(·, ·; ·) for τ =∞, initial learning rates
α and a learning rate schedule function l(·). Gradient clipping bound Mgc, boundary clipping
threshold δgc and boundary iteration rate αpi. Temperature λ.
Initialize θ by a guessed vector value, and initialize boundary x̄ by a guessed value. Obtain time
step size ∆t := T

N and tn := n T
N for n = 0, 1, · · · , n.

for episode m = 1, 2, · · · ,M do
Feed grids {tn}0≤n≤N , initial (Xt0−, t0, ξt0−, ηt0−) = (x0, 0, 0, 0), and strategy (Ξx̄,Υx̄)

defined by WΞx̄ = {x|x < x̄} and WΥx̄ = {z|z > e−
β
λ
Φθ(x;x̄)} into the ran-

domized environment simulator 2 to obtain the activating time τ , the sequences
of current jumped quadruples {(Xtn , tn, ξtn , ηtn)}0≤n≤N−1, next beforetime quadruples
{(Xtn+1−, tn+1, ξtn+1−, ηtn+1−)}0≤n≤N−1, running costs {Htn}0≤n≤N−1 and control costs
{ctn}0≤n≤N−1.
if activation time τ <∞ then
Apply the martingale loss algorithm to update θ by (6.3) with gradient clipping in
[−Mgc,Mgc]. Then apply boundary clipping (6.8)∼(6.10) to adjust the updated parame-
ters.

else
Apply the martingale loss algorithm to update θ by (6.4) with gradient clipping in
[−Mgc,Mgc]. Then apply boundary clipping (6.5)∼(6.7) to adjust the updated parameters.

end if
Apply policy iteration 3 to update x̄← x̄′.

end for

In our numerical experiment, the true model coefficients are set as c = 1, β = 0.1, a = 0.1, µ =
0.25, σ = 1. We choose the truncation time T = 100, time step ∆t = 0.02 and train M = 500
episodes with initial guess parameters θguess1 = 0.15, θguess2 = 0.4, θguess3 = 15, initial guess boundary
x̄guess = −2.5 and initial state x0 = 1. The initial learning rates are [0.1, 0.1, 1] for θi, i = 1, 2, 3,
and the learning rate schedule functions are all l(m) := 1.01−m for θi, i = 1, 2, 3. The boundary
iteration rate is αpi = 0.5, the gradient clipping bounds are Mgc = [1, 1, 10] for the summation of
gradient terms for θi, i = 1, 2, 3, and the boundary clipping threshold is δbc = 0.001.
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Figure 1: Comparison of learned parameters θi, i = 1, 2, 3 of non-randomized Algorithm 4 and
randomized Algorithm 5 versus the true parameters during episodes of training.
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Figure 2: Left panel: comparison of learned optimal boundary x̄ of non-randomized Algorithm 4
and randomized Algorithm 5 versus the true optimal boundary during episodes of training.
Right panel: comparison of L∞ error of learned value function Φ(x; x̄) of non-randomized Algorithm
4 and randomized Algorithm 5 during episodes of training.

The numerical results of Algorithm 4 and Algorithm 5 with temperature parameter λ = 0.5 are
shown in Figure 1 and Figure 2. Figure 1 plots the iteration convergence of learned θi, i = 1, 2, 3
using the non-randomized Algorithm 4 and the randomized Algorithm 5, respectively, versus the
true values of θi, i = 1, 2, 3. Figure 2 illustrates the learned optimal boundary x̄ and the L∞ error
of the learned value function Φ(x; x̄) using the non-randomized Algorithm 4 and the randomized
Algorithm 5, respectively. Here, the L∞ error is numerically approximated by the L∞ error of
Φ(x; x̄) for x ∈ [−100, 100]. Comparing the iteration convergence of parameters and the L∞ errors,
we observe that the randomized Algorithm 5 performs better than the non-randomized Algorithm
4, particularly, the exploration by considering the randomized singular control laws clearly improves
the accuracy in learning all parameters.
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